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>~Heskett, Stern, and Beigr (1970), and/}hompson and Van ﬁ\htEﬁgfilel\\a:;:%

~

E has~been~recognazed by Baldridge (1971) Hind (1971), Ihompsonr{1967).,

. model Emerson derives f0ur ways in which B,.'the n, can act

’ ) INDIV{QU@L_PQWER'BALANCI STYLES IN\ORGANIZATIONS - ' -
. . - - A\ J

. . . ~ K M .
- . . . - s -

[y . - . A

While the 1mporcance of soc1a1 power in the study of organlzatlo “
,V - R

Sc0th(1967), Kahn and Bouldlng’?TQGA),,and March‘%1955) among others
\ ~ -
this recognltlon has produted little 1n the way oi"hplrlcal 1nvest1gatlon

N ~ . ~ . . s

of power in organlzatlonSu Emerson's (1962) power dependence theory has

4 P N
attracted favorable notice from a nunb®s of scholars who have incorporated
K 0 ’ ey .

it into chelr own* theor1e§.~ Thompson (1967) Seeord and Backman (1964),

_aII\EEEd\gmerson s work exgen51ve1y, as did Blau (1964) As noted above, @(

i_of power,'Emerson s theory has produced . %

however, like the other theori

ligtle experimenCal >nvestigation.' -
The focus of this research is upon the seac ions of participants in

% . ' N - - e

A

nigher education over ;bom power is wielded. émef%déj(l 62) deﬂonscraﬁed
. . A ¢ A ..
that the power of one individual, &, over another, 1nd1vidua1 B, is a func-

.
0 . -

e l

6

. " 1 . . s
tlon d B s dependency upon A. Further, he showedithag\dependence is 91‘ '
” N \
rect1§ proportlﬁnal to B's demand for what A proVides and 1nverse1y pro-
N o . *
portional to B's algernativeYiogrges of supply for that input. From this _
! . .

-

to equalize or balance the power in the A-B relatlonshlp reduce own de-
< - / *
mand, f1nd alfernatlve sources of supply, ing rease the other's demand and

‘ = \

dec;ease the other's alternative sources of supply. He calls these ways

\

< 7 \¢

of %qualizing power ''power balancing 0perations" and he demonstrates that
‘. . . i o
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based on the theoretical constructs ‘of his model, any action B’ can tpke to-. =~_ "'
! - » 1 o

equallze the 1mbalance of pﬁ%er must fall 1nto one .of the fdur categories.
r

IR S This.rese?rch hypothes¥zes that organikat}onal~Participants‘have -one’ . . . \\\\"

3
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of Emersop's(po§er balancing operationsiasag nréferred pOWer'balanb;ng style,
- that such styles have blographlcal cdrrelates, and that certain styles will
tend to be.overrepresented in prganlzatlons. A brlefmﬁescrlptlon of each
- \' * .
power balanclng operatloﬁ/as a- power balancxng style ﬁollows. . s s
F R
é'things pro-—- .
vided by the hlgh power actor. In organlzatlons thisficans n in Lo
those who fefuse to become dependent upon others, who 1gnpge attempts *

tqQ 1nfluence them. (I) . / \ s T

“Independent Style' The low—power actor reduces

~

] ’ . o .

35 Outside Interests Style. The low-potrer actor f1nds aLternatdve
+ the gratification of his'negeds. In organizations, those uding 'this
styl\sylll predominantly meet their dependency needs of f-t e-job, (II) ° .

-
-
.

Organization Man Style: The low-power actor endedvors to get he high~power .
. actor to increase’his dependency'ﬁﬁﬁn the low-power\ﬁcto .~ Organiza-

*  tionally, this sfyle is characterized by the building of organlzatlonal

dependency upon the individual througn hard work_and fl ttery of super-

N iors. (EII) T, .

- . ~ ',"\ ¢
— N .
. —— - . ,

CQlleglaL Style. The 1ow-power actor attempts to deny the high—power actor— - -
access to alternatlve sources of gratification for the’ needs-being met

-

‘. by, thé low-power actor. In organlzatlons, this is donesby the—%e;ma___‘__

tion of unions or informal pressure groups. ()
For fs Y . o T
or tie s f brevity,” the four Styles wlllﬁbe known by-thHeir .roman numer- .
. P ’ . i L4 . . _(': *:,/.
als, as Style I, Style II, Style III, or Style IV..' _ . ' . e
Choosing Style I or II has the effect of reducing one's bwn-dependenéy ';¢ L
’ s * '/ _I : v - ):‘[
upon the organization while leaving the orga ization's dependency upon the -
. . - . o

13
-
-

<

D ‘s A
individual 1owxa/§nch choices rediice one's ovekall involvement in the or-

. N

.ganization and may.eventuflly lead. to Tesignation or termination. On the
E ’

. other hand, choosing/Style III or IV intreases the organi?ation's“dependency 1 . 4

L

Lt upon the indiyidual while leaving one's own dependency updn_the organization

. [ . . ‘.
~ 7 , ™~ . i '

,, . /_.) | ' }4}\\ o . : \,\ a

2 . . N L.




relatively high. 'l'hls has the effect of increasing one's. overall involve-

ment in the orgam\zatlon and its central:.ty in one's liée. Theoretica,lly,

ractice, organizatlons tend to reward Style III and IV behav:.ov:s e
- A €’ N

nd II beha¥iors. 'I'herefore, Styles III and v should L.
. \J\\l\\\ Al . . . .
. . be rélatively ‘more common among organizational pa.rt;.cipants. . S e
LT ) . . . y Resechh Desigg T s s '
. © Lot K * ’ - - . ' .
) ' It. was ,deC1ded to attempt to meas\,m;e the .subject's predispos ition ta A
< . S
£\>}\<~ action by a‘sking him to report hls most probabl\e g\esponse to .a series of - )
Ay . . . - . ! ‘l . 0y N \ 'Y -
reallstic bu% hypothetlcyorganlzatlonjal s1tuakt10ns in whlch he was the
tu . - - . . ~

low-power actor, In additionm, a panel of the subjgct s peers reported

'\

o> = 4 1.

3 s

pendent measux;fs\f His typ1cal power balanc:.ng\ style were obtalned If ..

A .
' whlch of the four s.tyles was most'\character:.stlc of h1m. Thus, two 1r;de- )

substantial agreement between these two 1ndependent medsures can be demon- . .T\
hY b ' , / - ~ 4) . N . o . N
j strated, it can then be stated wifh some assurahce that power jbalancing NN
styles do .exist, for individuals in an organiﬁational context. - Do~ X
4 ~ ’
. Data werk collected from the faculty .of o\le large school 1M unlver-— ’ .

v -

“sity and from the faculties of two ¢ tqunlty colleges A).(ter omlttmg ad-—

. -~
N

. minis trators, panel members, part- time faculty, those with less than two

IS

ﬁt\‘
»

years of service, and thoseiunknown to a maJorlty of 'the panel s\‘ga 324 LT

\\

faculty members remamed available .for the study. . e
‘. . : ¢ A L Y . . . -
L] , - - ’

A panel of Zat‘ers was selected at each of the three L&tituti}ms, the v \ '

e
.

¢« 'criteria for selection being wide acquaintance with the faculty of their ‘

~7y . .
R .

respective schools. In an ind\ividual interview settin»g', ‘'with ,the researcher, v I
[y hd \

the panel member asslgned each subject to one of the four style categories. ,

' ‘ \ 'l

Panel mémbers reported little difficulty in doing this task. T <2 .

Q
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on several ftems ?2,£E§EE§~£he probability of re t+ - Many item
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An instrument, the "Situation-Reaction Checklist," was. developed for | -

L

‘ < X o, ., R » L
this study. It contains, in its final form, twentylslx items 'each of

+which has four alternative cHoiees. - Each itém Poses a situation inm which «

o o ‘. . . v e
__a college faculty member. is faced with a power confrontation in which he

V4
or she is the 1ow—power‘actor. The subJect is askep to resbond by seleé—

« .

.t1ng whlch‘?f the four alternatlve reactlons most resembles what he or she

- . N J

would do in tHat situatfon. Each of the four responees corresponds td one ‘*

of the ﬁour power balanc1ng styles and each item contalns a response jden—
S M A
tified with gach style. A samgle 1tem’follows. . o
1. The Academic Senate has petltloned the school for’ hlgher <o
salar1es, the reply is that funds are simply not available., .
. * Not believing this, yout ‘best action is to .- L Y y
. . a. Try to live on your-present salaxy. .
. b.- Seek outside sources of income. Ty
.c. Seek additional responsibilities.or premotion for more pay- X
v d. Atrtively support collective faculty action, ERAY

. 4

,InjﬁHiS‘egam le, choioes a. through represent Styles I through Iy,

-
d -
€ . -

'

. The }pstrnmenffﬁevefﬁh ent probeSs-will now be described. An ori;“

(o

P <& ) . i
g1nal Ifst_of‘vve{\30 questlons s w§1Cten from the theory. This orl-*
) ‘ . .
glnal instrument was pretested at a> small Northern Californla communlty

at the Un&versit regon, 1nformatlon was generated about item dlscri -
: SCEE S . .
and validity, 2and an item response profile.

f
. . . B
. N N

.. '

. e .
Using ‘tlat izéggmation, a revision was.undertaken which resulted,in certaln

. . N . ‘
changes in the instrument. The order of the four responses was altere




‘ - - ' : s - oy
- NPT e . - - ¢ s .
were reworded to cdnformmore closely to Emerson's power balancing con-
- M " 9

- .t .
r

.. ’

—

e structs-and to“inprove.the situation-reality-Tinkage,

. ¢ P e o

Subseguently, sequenoial-conient validity checks were completed usj

. s T ‘ ) ) . .
~ groups g¢f students.  The,four styles were explained to the students who oy -
. . " R B R .
were then given a copy of'the instrument. and asked to identify the poWer o ’
’\ L8 ) N . - * s v

“balancing style represented by each response to each 1tem. This process -

.
o be

was r‘geated thrée t1mes w1th different students. After each "pass,!" the _: \

items?and responses show1ng blgh‘levels~of ratgr confusion vere reworded .
- ~ 5 ) A .. N » . ' .
or omitted. Selection accuracy improved with each validity check ) R

.
. . k4 . . - -~ . _ N
- . D 1 -

r . . . \ . ! B
- Data Collection ¥ .

» . —
- .

’ ’ . '

Panel data.was pooled by institution-so that composite ratings for
o ’ ‘.'y . -

™

anel data, the Situ%f

the subjects. .

each subjegct resulted. Following the collection of
o 2} < " :
tion—Reaction Checklist was'mailed to the honfe address

4 .

' Each was Ident;fied’bywcode number, ifh an overt manner, and fol

- ‘.

. Pt
.

‘tundertaken to-imprdve response levels. An overall response level of 66%

was attained, considerably %1gher than the 40% to 50% which Kerlinger (1964)

L) ' Ne ’

teports to be usual for mailed questionnaires. At the bottom of the last

D .
\ ’

'page of the Checklist, several biographical quesfions were posed in order .

<
» vt ot

1 anc1ng

~

~

to fac1litate an 1nvest1gatlon of the relatidhship between po

.

style and background variables. Badkground data " also collectea'frommh o
) ~ ) . '«"am.,mn %

semi—public sources for the’ non-respondents, and a comparison was undertaken :

y . s sirfarsar i

€

to determine if the-twn groups, respondents and non-respondents, were Ssini- |

~

2 . . ' ,/ ) &
/4 lar in mnature. Analysis revealed that the‘two groups were similar on the.
:.f“ para%eters of gender and panel—de51gnated style, but dissimilar on the level

‘of education and academic field of study. On balance, it was degggeg_;hjn;__ ]
. . . et e T

~
b
Mo

o
w
-

»

°
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« the respondent 2nd non-respondent groups were Sufficiently $imilar to make
B generalizatipn of the findings possible. An pverrepresentation of profes-
. sicnal and votational~sphoql faculty in the respondent group may, as will

~

e

T - e e p :
—- later be seen, be’a cause of the ov represen;atioﬁ’BEFStyle III persons in

-
<

-~ P
‘.
-

« the respondent group. ' ;

W .

, ‘N ‘ ~Data Analysis ’ ,7/

. \
H

w,rv»The table'below shows the relatlonshlp between the panels style de-

//

»

/;ésiiiigzgnatlons and the self—reported styles. . L -

. N

\\\\w\“\\\ \ Panel—Désignated Style
—F——IF IIT IV ‘Tie Total

¢ ’/ —" ”

I f o 31 7a) o] -1 8

»

Modal I | -0 0 ol 8
’ e,

-self-Report IIE | & 9] 9

'style W | T8 N 9
— N~

-

0 Cula ] 0%
- -\\\v\‘

: C9l 46 ) - 19
\_

! *Agreement: 107/214 =-50.0%

'In both cases, the row or column labeled "Tie" represents a cendition in
. A

- 5 N

which either‘subject or panel gave equal weight to two styles. Whatever
‘ - * .

the panel designates as a subjedt's style, the suhject is most likely to'

%

_disagree wz;h the panel by self—reportlng Style IV There is nnch in aca- |

- ',,’

demie life to- suggest that soc1al desirabiI;ty factors predlspose faculty

B )
to self-report Style v, whatever their true preference fhay be. The t ble///(i

- | ~.

‘above is very useful as ,an overv1ew of the data on power balancing style

preferences.




A technique of statistical analysis waiéSESEEB/WhiCh would demonstrat‘*“‘—-

- -,

the ex1stence, if if amy, of quite small differenCes“tn'the proportions of

T T e T —

ijf Style I, Style II, Style 11, and-Style v responses/madé”by the subjects

. on the Situation~Reaction Checkllst. It would be expected td;t\the\mean

b . -

number of Style I responseslma by subjects 1n the panel-designated Style I,
v [4 / ////’—/'/—"’"

gropp would be significantiy/greater than the mgan number ofr Style I res= i
ponses made by/subjects in/the other three panel—designated style groups,.

'and similarly for the other three styles. From the pgint:of view of in-~

- B

e —_— :
strument develgp,ent this approach.is essentially a test of_ concurrent

-

yalidity in th the instrument is being checked against observed behavior

.
-~ ' .

“

ance addressing four null hypotheses\of the form: R~
v . 3
H : There will be no significant differences among the Style III
response means of the foﬁr/panel -designated, style groups. -

If it is possible to.reject these four null hypotheses at” reasonable sig—~

nificance 1eve1s (C‘ 05), it then becomes possible in each. case to com-
e N PR

\<\L\\\\\;:fute a Scheffe' post-hoc comparison of the four means. @his “test maMes it:\

~—

/ —

l
-

‘ to determine whether each.of the means is sijbificantly different

from the other three it shouid be found, for ins'ance,,t at the mean

] . -
nuomber of Style 111 responses made By\the‘subjects in the our*panel—desig-
S

nated groups are not equal, and if the number of such reSponses‘made by the -

subjects in the panel4designated Style III gropp is significantly larger -
Vs / /,,,_/ .

3 than thatsmagé‘by any other Style group, then it becomes< Tpossible to say

that reasonable evi\\\ce\for the existence of Style III has been produced
easonab_e




KR : " Table 1, R

) e . ~ o : . R -
. N y ey N . - R . \ N
_ ,  SUMMARY OF THE FOUR ANALYSES OF ‘Y{\RIAE{CE . | oo
S - COMPARING PANEL-DESIGNATED®GROUPS AND SELFFREPORTED STYLE - ¢ -
S — TN L e
K -\ﬁ'_gm - “ ) : . - a

-

. Test for This .Mean Number of Respgnses“by Style Groi* Sig. /
Type of Response - Style 1 Styie II Scyle 111 Style v Leve —
) e, R S / / /
g Independant/(l) 2.667 3 3 2,908 -~ . .2.457 N.S. ,
co : Out:side' Thterest (II) 3.667 " 5.452%% - 3. 817/ - 3.435 .01 . -
P ~ e . . /,/,/
- % _ ° Orgn. Man (II1)’ . 8.556 10 028** 6.587,:‘** .0 / A
Sllegial (IV) -  10.667 8548 8.606 13.065%% 101 ~ .
. ’ “/;// - . . ' - ’ [
<_ o e L . /
//‘T;?lumns do not qu1te total to 26 00 because small numbers of items ’ )
W omitted by Some subjects. __ . . o ’ - )
ek cheffe' test showed these'means to be "significantly larger ST
(/. X < .05) than’the Sther thyee means, in that ov. ° //f\xho//
7 " - _//;/—/.

, kx® The Scheffe' test “howed this mean tq bé significartly smaller

(k£ .05) than. the other three means in.that r:w-//
", Nate: Thermesan UQderhne%tj’mW is the me ich was predicted'to- g A

be the%gé t:;ﬁ:‘/th eans i YOow.
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1

. As can be seen in Table l, the null hypotheses qould ‘be rejected for ,)
/‘a > /

three of the four reSponse~stvle tests. Persons desi//ated by(////p_hel as
P

/0 e

e / . M
. preferring Styles s 111 and//a made,-:n;fhe average’/mﬁfeéggyie IIT and IV - » ',é%»'

responses respect1vely than were made by any of/the other’ three groups and l
they made on. the average more Style IIT and IV responses than thﬂy made any
_—
- // -
osher single type of response. Subjects des”gnatediby the panel as pref//

e

ring Style II‘made,/o////;/ayerage, more Style 11 responses than were made

group. “They did 'not, however, ‘make more Style I} responses

—

han t tyle III and IV responses. Tﬁe calculated F value for

©

s

- value. This was done to determine if any ong”

. ¢

- _ a marked averslon sponsen In only one case
e — e ’ L] . .
-

,///Loue/of 3) was one mean signlficant : subjects designated by the

panel as preferring Style-IV ¢ se Style III responses srgnificantly “less //<;£€szffi:
S /
often, on the average, th

did members of/the other three g\Bups. : ///455;;7/

\

Nineteen biographical yarlablesvwere compared with panel deslgnated

styLe‘to determin whish if any, might predict style designation. Of these

O
teen Werq subJected to analysis of variance and fiye to chi—
.

ysis, dependrng on the 1evel of measurement of tha Variable.

,\‘

the five analyses of variance which pro-




.o~

Biogr;\phical ) Mean Responses by Group

Variable Style I° Style IT. Style LE - Style IV  Value
- . - g .

‘age 51.000 ° 43.968 4/54??71 | 39.913%

Aée at Deérée 26+ 111% 32.03}'/ 33,716% 30.93 ‘
, Years at School

No. of 'Committees/' "1.778
1.667 :'1.007 L4 .
= AT | .

R
[ ™ !

>

*Sc’pé/g;te‘ tests -showed’ these Means ‘to be ’siJgni@nt:Iﬂ
group as a whole, at c}e/vael ",f“wj/t@'/'

o L. //'
/ \ f . //,,
*'Style Independent Style
\ . Indep
' Style”II:  Outside Interests Style,
e III: Organization Man Style
tyle IV: Collegial'Style

~<

.’ ///
Py
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Table

3"

CHI-SQUARE ‘COMPARI_SON.OF PANEL_—DESIGNATED.STYLE‘ GROUPS

Al

" ON THE CRITERIA ‘OF ACADEMIC FIELD AND MARITAL STATUS

i
‘.

-

@.

.
b3

AN

L

-

»

ACADEHIC FIELD PANEL-QESIGNATED STYLE ‘GROUPS- ~~}—%0TAL
- I 11 LIIT IV ? ‘
Profess1enal 4,54 115,64 55.10 | 23.20 | 9.59 | .
| and Vocational kN 13 70 T 17 5 108
' 1.17 4,20 14,77 6.24 2.57
Social Scfence 3 2 12 6 6 29
Y 1.93 6.66 23.41 9.88 4.08 \
Humanities 2 ‘14 13 14 3 46
1.30 ' | 4.48 |15.78 6.66 2,75 .
Physical Science 1l 2, 14 ] .9 . 5 31
~ l . \&r : b ole AN B . X " .
W’ I 3] 109 46 219 214
‘.3“;" . D ,
Begrees "of freedom 12, Caiculated-X2=’§6.783O.
Tabular ¥* fos df = 12,_o(= 205, 1s 21.03 * , ‘

MARIT%% STATUS | i PANEL-DESIGNATED STYLE GROUPS,
i 1 11 “III Y1 IV ?
" 7.48 »25.7§;.'90.67 38.26 | 15.80 |.
Married 5, 2 99 . 38 " 12
° . 1.51 | 5.22 |18.33 | 7.74 | 3.20°
Unmarried s bl - 7‘#“ 10 8 .7
' /;”"“ N ‘ . * .
-TOTAL, 9 31 109, 46 19
. ‘ﬂ -
Degxées of freedom = 4 Calculated X% = 157405 :
Tabular ¥2 for df = 4, X = .01, is 13.2767 '

AN

Si ce the calculated value exceeds the tabular varﬁe, thé. null

hypotheses can be rejected for both of the above tests

See Cotton (197%) for caLculations demonstrating that tﬁe occhrence of

PR

expected frequencies less than 5 in .the above tables does not vitiate
their significance.

A
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It may, at this'pofnt, be useful to summarize by style category the.

N
e

biographical findings_whioﬁ'proved, in Tables 2 and 3, to d{ffer signifi-

cantly from the sample at 1afge. Inasmuch as n = 9 for the Style 1 group,

- . . )
those results should be vieved as extremely tentative and are stated here

-
3 ..

only for the sake of completeness.

Indepéndent (I): Yoque§3%ﬁen last degree éarned, more.likely to be

unmayried. ° . . . .
Outside Interests (II): Belong to fewer committees, more likely to be
in the Humanities. . . y ©

. 4

Orgéﬁiﬂét;on Man (III): Older when last degree eatned, more likely to

be from the Professional and Vdcational fields, less likely to.be

in the Humanities, more likely to be married.

N 4 ’

Collegial (IV): Younger, fewer years at this schpolf mone likely to be

the Humanities, less likely to be from the Professional and Vocation-

al fields.’ ’ .

In Table 3, the column 1a6eledl"?" iggiﬁéceq those few éubjects for whom,

! -

L T . ~ o
the panel members cast a tie vote for «two styles. :

’ - -

) Discussion of Results
L 4 t . ’
r .
' .
Referring back to the original research questions, it was hypothesized

. y
that participants in higher education have one of Emerson's (1962) power

.

balancing operations as a preferred power-<balancing style, that such styles

have biographical correlatﬁa, and that Styles.III and IV will be overreé£

resented ih.thé class of organizations studied. Table 1 shows that, for
i ~ - f

.
4 , -

Styles II, III, and IV, the instrument and the panel rating dgreed too fre-—
. . .

quently to attribute to_chance alone. Thus, considerable proof has been

generated for the -existence of power Sélanciné styles among coflege faculty

e

members. Tables 2 and ¥ Wedicate biographical corgelates of power balan~"
' ~ ;‘.

4
cing style, which further substantiates the existence of such styles. And

¥ .

C R . : S

.

.

;‘1 v . . ~




-

, . .
) 4 ~

as can be seen in the datd array on page 6,
- ¢

each style category,.vwhether panel—-designated or self-assigned, is ﬁ%avily

biased toward\Styles III.and IV. S

Based on the“assumption of a relatively greater likelihood of consis~

~

the proportion of gubjects in

El

tent, systematic, intentional or unintenttonal bias on the part of a sub-
: 4

' - < . N L -
ject.as opposed to the'panel‘memhers,'and the relatively smaller impact of
A - :

any one panel member's bias when his or her responses were combined with
4 ]

those of other panelists, it was decided to use the panel categorization

of the subJect s power. balapc1ng style as the ‘morg accurate measure. In

Ll

any event, the analyses of variance do show that the 1nstrument can d%tect

LN 4

power balancing style to some significant e# 1p 1ts present early stag@

‘%Q‘ S
of deveiopment. Whlle‘the instrument is “doubtless capable of much addl—
S . *

. tional refifement-to increase reliability and validity, at this pbdint the

. . I .
"Situation—Readtion Checklist" has -sarved its purpose in providing a second

measure of power balancing style and prov1ng the fe351b111ty of such tests.

. ‘The summarles of the blographical findings for Styles III and 1v,

p. 12, resemble two widely held stereotypes. The typical Style LIII res- -

pondent is an older, stable person who is pro;admihistration, a supporter

4 s

of major cultural values (marriage, work ethlc, etc. )\&and has had a career

path with a late ceiling. By contrast, the typical Style IV respohdent is

. L

i s . . : : X \
the young, anti-administration person who is less accepting of major cul-
<~ "

(Y
-

turai values, has had a career path with atearly ceiling, and chanpions

. s * .
colleague governance of his organization, perhaps primarily because he sees

g

no other immediate way of iufluencing superiors. In other‘words, "the old
2 !

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

guard" and "the young Turks." ' - ' -

4




% L e

Althbugh some biographical variables did not prove to have the expec-
.o v . ) \-’ ) ‘A' ~ &
ted féiatipnéhip to one or‘another'styleg'thése which are significantly

. . -
-

. N F . . N
reélated to style are mutually consistent and in,no way violate the dictates
- 1Y + . *

. »

of common senéé@qlgbe finding that power;Bqlancing style correlates with
° . - * » NS . P

almost half (7 of 19? of thé personal and professional variables chosen
' - x

y % ~ s . .
for study here’ is certainly supportive of the exi§tgnce’of power balancing

’
” . . -
- . 1 \ N

styles. ,
< . - s ,

o The pervasive background bias in the Professional and Vocational

N ’

. ; B ; , .
fields: (education, business, agri ltg;e, engineering, etc.) tends to be-
. \( . 4 .
4 c e N . N, -
pro-management. That is, these fields share .the attribute that they all

-

/‘
approach ~their subJect matter from the point of view of the admlnlstrator.'

\\

-
This sympathy for, and empathy w1ch the problems of admln{strators outside

the university settlng apparently carrles over into a feeI&ng of alliance

o

with the administrators of the schools within which they CEach. ?h;g,ls

T

reflected in the peréi%tent selecqion}of Style III by these subjects, and

~
'3
.

their 1dent1ffcat10n with Style III by the panels', .

-
.

T
Conversely,'the underlylng bias in the balance of the academlc fields

e

tends' to beianti-administracion and anti-hierarchy. This is seen in con-
- . . L

- N

- . ’ .
s;stent‘identific§tfbn of these subjects with Style IV, both in their self-
- . . ) .
reports and in the panelfgesignations. It appears that this dichotomy be-

tween the Professiocnal and Vocationgl fields on the one hand and the bal-

L 4 . ; .
ance of the%disciplines on the other parallels the long-standing conflict

A .

between the theoreticians and -the appIied‘fields:~ political science versus

Pad

L4
.

public administration, economics versus Hysinesszﬁghysical sciance versus
. e
/;%gineering, to name but a few. :

- LS "




1f, as indicated in these findings, individuals _h—a_le/power balgneing  ° '

'3 . -

styles, then several research topics are manifest at thg individual level,

.

. ~ How are power balancing styles developed, adopted, or chosen? At what rate
4

N . . . .
'mat\reasons do.they change over time? | What psychological and - Tt

-~ social psychologlcal constructs de power balancing styles parallel? Is v

> H

there a correlatlon between power balancing style and leadership style on- -

the part of leaders, on the part of t}ﬁose ledd? Can style be used to pre-
o & 'l
dict the success of a,dmlnlstrators? Can style be: changed syste,mati‘cally

S

N . .
by training? f what types of training are most effectlve to that end?

- -
Tancing styles also sugge‘q)ts several tOpics

\
‘for research at the org nizational level. For instance, what proportions

cf £ach style are customarily found ir’,what types of organizations? Is
’ 1

thexe a »relationship i)etween style preyalence' and the mission of._ an -orga‘ni-—,\ : ) R
’ -, . L
zation, or between style prevalence and or‘g'aniza_ftion structu.re? Can the ) .
r
style schemaﬁe used‘ in desigping jobs 6r in designing entire orgatli/zations‘? .
.‘What ig the uhs.e‘?ulness of s.tyle measures in hirirlg and ~%Zl'.acement:.? (f'a;l o
- style measopres\predi&t the success: of a opioni.zatibn ctixrive" in an orgah:{-— T
zation? . ) V ’ ~ v
It appedrs, that the power balancing style eon‘cept may e;/entuaily have ‘

¢ ' «

value in several areas of organlzational life. It may lead to a better

¢ . “«
-

understandidgof certain confllcts between individuals in organizatlons,
<

that 1s, that they have differing views of the appropriate Way in which to

" deal with the subordlnate role. It may. also prove to"have usefulness in ,

A

diagnosing conflict in super}.or/subordlnatejlations; when a superlor who - ar

expects Style III behavior from subordinates is placed in charge of a group

4

. e

. s . ! L

Q - ’ 17 ' _‘ . ¢




¢ .

" the predominaqf value of which is Style IV, or vice versa. Likewise, it |

. o 4 ‘.'
can have value in undgrstanding the difficulties in merging existing groups

Al . .
.or organizasﬁons, or merging new individuals into existing groups.

. L . Lt may also turn out that one of the dimensions of group cohesiveness

.

is the extent to which the members share a ‘common power balancing style.

- - -

s

It can likewise be Speculated that the nature of the group's taék wii}

9 < M

interact w1th the group s predomlnant power balancing style sé that in

.

task smtuatlons which require teamwork groups with a predominant Style Iv

will fumction better than those with other predominant styles. For groups

f -

\
engaged 1n dead end jobs with no promotional future, a predominant S{yle 11 °

’,

-

‘ may be most«functlonal to smooth operations. If geveral pf~these uses of

the power balancing concept work out in practice, then a further extension
- —/
» ; g

T to selection of personnel seems logical and inevitable. ., T A

h ]

ta

RIC .~ e

T \

‘ i |
. .. . ) .

v .
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